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J. TONY SERRA #32639 

CURTIS L. BRIGGS #284190 

GREG M. BENTLEY #275923 

506 Broadway 

San Francisco CA 94133 

Telephone: (415) 702-2727 24 hours 

Fax: (877) 796-6320 


Attorneys for Defendant 
KWOK CHEUNG CHOW 


UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 


NORTHERN 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Plaintiff, 

v . 

KWOK CHEUNG CHOW, 

Defendant . 

/ 


ISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

CR 14-196 CRB 

RESPONSE TO GOVERNMENT'S BRIEF RE 
VIOLATION OF PROTECTIVE ORDER 

Dept: Hon. Charles Breyer 


Introduction 

On August 4, 2015, Counsel for Raymond Chow filed a motion to dismiss the 
indictment for selective prosecution on the basis that a number of political 
insiders were captured by the FBI while engaged in similar, if not worse, 
activities as defendants are alleged to have committed during this 
investigation. 1 Discovery of information on the charging decision was also 
requested. In support of the motion and attached as exhibits were numerous 
documents, including specific portions of FBI wiretap applications where FBI 
agents' described a litany of illegal activities engaged in by public officials. 

1 See Document 883. 
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For a variety of reasons, most but not all incriminating material was included. 
Defense counsel filed the motion and exhibits publicly, doing so under an 
exception within the Order that states defense counsel will use "appropriate 
procedures to protect the safety and security of third parties when necessary." 2 

Soon after the motion and exhibits were filed the Government accused 
Chow' s counsel of violating the Protective Order and moved to place the 
documents again under seal. This Court requested the Government submit 
additional briefing as to how defense counsel violated the Protective Order and 
also to address how 18 U.S.C. § 2518(8) (b) related to these circumstances. 3 

The Government filed a response alleging that Chow violated the Order by 
failing to meet and confer with the Government, disclosing information that 
placed David Chiu' s life in danger, and also divulging information that could 
lead the discovery of CHS ll's identity. The Government alleged that 18 U.S.C. § 
2518(8) (b) was violated because the only time the documents were not under seal 
was when the Government "temporarily unsealed" them to distribute as discovery 
to defense counsel. 4 

On August 7, 2015, the Court issued an order declining to place the 
documents under seal because the act would be futile. After refusing the 
Government's request the Court wrote: "... the Court will address the 
propriety of Defendant Chow's having publicly filed Documents 883 through 886 at 
the conclusion of the proceedings." 5 The Court then issued the following order: " 
. . . all documents filed by the parties that contain information from wiretap 

applications and orders, and the documents incorporated therein, shall be filed 
under seal and may be disclosed only upon a finding of good cause by this 

2 Document Number 302, Page 7, Line 1. 

3 Document 888. 

4 Document 891; Response at Page 6, Lines 13-14. 

5 Document 899. 
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Court." 6 

Defense counsel files this Reply to the Government's Response to 
supplement the record and to provide this Court with the information necessary 
to adequately address the propriety of counsel's decisions to file such 
documents publicly. The Government is wrong that Chow or his counsel violated 
any of this Court's orders because (I) they base their allegations on false 
information, (II) no one has been put in danger by defense counsel's actions, 
(III) recordings and 302' s about Chiu's cooperation were given to all defendants 
over a year ago and CHS 11 's identity was reported in the San Francisco 
Chronicle a week after the indictment was public, (IV) the Government 
misinterprets the Protective Order, and (V) the wiretap applications were either 
no longer under seal, or leaked by the Government themselves. Counsel also (VI) 
objects to the Order to place wiretap documents underseal as confusing, vague, 
and futile. 

I . THE GOVERNMENT RELIES ON FALSE STATEMENTS IN THE PASCUA AFFIDAVIT TO 

ALLEGE A THREAT. 

The Government' s claim that Chow threatened to eliminate rivals is 
fraudulent. The Government represented to this Court that defense counsel 
"plainly ran afoul" of the Protective Order and that it was "no idle claim" that 
Chow posed a risk to David Chiu. 7 The claim that there is a risk to David Chiu is 
laughable and the only thing dangerous is that the Government fails to see how 
wrong they are as they press forward full steam ahead supporting one false 
allegation with another and slurping up taxpayer dollars while they are at it. 

It is significant that the Government cites to the Complaint and not to 
FBI 302 's, nor do they cite to actual transcriptions of recorded audio where 

6 Document 899. 

7 Government's Response at P.2 lines 11-16. 
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these conversations would be memorialized if they actually took place. The 
Government is aware of defense allegations regarding misrepresentations on the 
part of the FBI pertaining to audio recordings but two months before trial they 
still choose to rest on the problematic Pascua Affidavit. It is time for this 
Government sponsored myth to end. 

The Government claims "On March 19, 2011, defendant Chow described the 
placing of a figure outside of a restaurant to send a message of intimidation to 
other groups. Affidavit of SA Pascua at 31. " 8 The context and contents of this 
conversation are no where near violent . Chow is talking about the history of the 
tong, and how he wants to create a small museum in the Chee Rung Tong building 
to educate people, including kids, about the tong's history. The audio is 
difficult to hear because of the background noise, but on 1D45 (second of two 
recordings) at 10:19, Chow starts talking about the black lion figure as a 
symbol showing the Chee Rung Tong is the oldest tong, and that it would garner 
respect from others. He says it prevents others from challenging the Tong as the 
oldest, and the original tong. He says the black lion figure would thus would 
garner respect from others . ] 

Raymond Chow: "I'm open to the challenge, if anyone challenge my history." 

"I'm sarcastically telling you, in a sarcastic way, I'm telling you, hey, 

you know, bring it on . " 

Dave Jordan: "Right, I'm ready for you." 

Raymond Chow: "I'm the oldest tong, I have that right. I have that respect 

and right. Bring it on if you have a problem with it." 

The Government also claims claims Chow is dangerous (thus the protective 
order was violated) because Jim Tat Rong was murdered after Chow publicly 
denounced him. They do not, however, explain to the Court that according to the 
FBI's own reports, Rong was burning bridges all over Chinatown and using 
physical violence and intimidation toward his rivals which had nothing to do 

8 Response, Page 2, Lines 18-20. 
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with Chow other than Chow intervening on one occasion because Kong was 
attempting to intimidate the elderly. Chow used no force in this intervention. 

In fact, UCE 4599 offered to "take care of" Kong on numerous occasions and Chow 
discouraged UCE 4599 and refused the offers. Chow discouraged violence whenever 
confronted with it . 

The Government takes issue that Chow discusses retribution should he be 
murdered. There is something almost funny that the Government criticizes a 
peaceful man because he told an alleged mafioso that if anything happened to the 

peaceful man that those who did the killing would pay a price. Any normal 

person's response to this allegation would be "So what?". There is nothing 
violent about telling someone that if they murder you they will pay a price. The 
Government has been so preoccupied with prosecuting fake racketeering 
conspiracies that it forgets murder is the most heinous act a person can commit . 
As a society we try to discourage murder. The Government is in business of 
dealing out consequences to murderers day in and day out and they are not 
perceived as violent. Given that Chow was never placed in witness protection and 
instead was placed in Chinatown with a price on his head, it is perfectly 
reasonable to convince someone that despite the fact the Government will not 
protect him, there will be consequences if he were to be murdered. It is bad 

enough they left him to be killed in 2003, that despite being sued by Chow twice 

they never processed his S-Visa, that they spent untold millions of dollars to 
try to get him to engage in crime, but now they want to take away the man' s 
right to tell someone that if he gets murdered there will be a price to pay. 

The Government also states that Chow is dangerous because "On October 19, 
2011, defendant Chow stated that the last time someone posed a threat to 
Chow, Chow 'dropped him.' Id. at 32 . " 9 The only real example of violence on the 
part of Chow pertains to what the Government describes as an "assassination 

9 See Response. 
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attempt" against Chow in 2010 and of course it is an example of restraint and 
not violence. 10 If the Government's story is to be believed at all, Chow fended 
off an attacker who was trying to kill him. Chow did this with his bare fists 
and the person ran away. Despite this person being known to the FBI and to Chow, 
it has never been alleged to this day that any harm has come to the person. Sad 
when a prosecutor attempts to use a person' s responsible use of self-defense 
against him just because they are desperate. 

The other statements in the Government' s Response are at least equally as 
refutable as those discussed here. 11 Either the statements came from co- 
defendants without Chow' s knowledge or approval or they are used completely out 
of context to support their position. To the extent other co-defendants hinted 
at violence it should be noted that in at least five years not one shred of 
evidence was obtained by the FBI regarding violence and the Chinese Freemasons . 
Either the FBI is totally inept and wasting taxpayer funds on investigations 
such as these, or the Chinese Freemasons poses no threat as the USA alleges. 

Every incident alleged by the Government actually proves that Chow does 
not approve of violence and that he is a man of measure and restraint . The 
Government relies on false reporting and misleading interpretations of audio 
files to make its case but fortunately for Chow the day of reckoning comes in 
November . 

II . DEFENSE COUNSEL'S FILING IN NO WAY JEOPARDIZED ANY PERSON'S LIFE 

David Chiu' life is not in danger as a result of defense counsel's filing. 
If Chiu's life were in danger, it is the United States Attorney's Office that 
has failed to adequately protect his identity by neglecting to refer to him as a 

10 See Bates 608040. 

11 Defense counsel is more than willing to submit 
additional briefing on each of the statements from the 
Complaint that the Government listed in its Response. 
All of them can be shown as false or misleading. 
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"CHS" or take appropriate measures to protect his identity prior to distributing 
discovery to the twenty-nine defense teams approximately fifteen months ago. It 
is especially dangerous that the Government totally forgets that it is they who 
handed Chiu' s name over on a silver platter to a supposedly murderous group of 
drug trafficking money launderers armed to the hilt in their endeavor to 
infiltrate the American government. If David Chiu was not placed in harms way 
when the Government disclosed his cooperation, along with accompanying documents 
and audio files, to Chow and fellow co-defendants fifteen months ago then a 
public filing on behalf of Chow had no effect on that risk. This is the 
Government' s desperate grasp at a red herring as it chokes on excuses as to why 
they did not prosecute selected politicians and city insiders. 

The Government fails to understand that as hard as they try to conceal 
identities of witnesses from defense counsel, defense counsel puts at least as 
much effort into investigation on behalf of our clients who are presumed 
innocent and entitled to effective assistance of counsel. Part of our 
investigation is allowing our clients to review material such as the audio files 
which were recorded by David Chiu. Chow was immediately interviewed and allowed 
to review this information and multiple civilian witnesses were introduced to 
this material and interviewed regarding such, as permitted under the Protective 
Order, so that a motion for selective prosecution could be initiated. Defense 
counsel' s concern is with an innocent man who has spent twenty-three hours a day 
in jail and away from his family because of the Government's malfeasance. 

Defense resources focus on Chow' s victory at trial and to the extent that the 
safety of an informant conflicts with that it is the Government's job to protect 
them when necessary. David Chiu appears healthy and even politically successful 
since Chow was made aware of Chiu' s wearing of a wire so obviously Chow is not a 
danger . 

No 'CKT threat' came about from defense counsel's filing and this is yet 
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another attempt, in a long series of misrepresentations, to paint the Chinese 
Freemasons as the criminal organization the Government always hoped they would 
be. The accusation is somewhat ironic; not because the Chee Rung Tong is a 
dwindling fraternal organization made up largely of law abiding, humble, 
dutiful, elderly and retired citizens, but because the reason David Chiu wore a 
wire in the first place is that he alleged Chow threatened him. 

It is defense counsel and NOT the Government or the court who are in the 
best position to determine if our clients pose a threat or not and Chow 
certainly is not a threat. Chow has faced adversity so acute and has reflected 
on his past actions for literally over a decade. At this point, Raymond Chow is 
less apt and less hostile than some attorneys on this case. 

Chiu's involvement illustrates Chow's patience and peacefulness. David 
Chiu is a well educated former prosecutor who knows exactly how to push a 
person' s buttons and knows exactly what actions rise to unlawful conduct . 
Despite at least six months of round the clock, concentrated law enforcement 
effort, Chiu failed to produce any evidence whatsoever that Chow threatened him 
and no attempt to harm Chiu has taken place; nor will harm ever come to David 
Chiu by way of the Chee Rung Tong; unless the Government's undercover agents 
successfully persuade someone to do so, indicts them for it, and then forces 
them to plead to a racketeering conspiracy that never existed as they did with 
Reith Jackson, Brandon Jackson, and Marlon Sullivan . 12 


12 

Keith Jackson, Brandon Jackson, and Marlon Sullivan, pled 
guilty to being a part of a Chinese Freemason racketeering 
conspiracy that was entirely government created. They were 
given extremely favorable plea bargains and in one of the 
most unusual but pertinent moves in the history of multi- 
co-defendant RICO cases, they were NOT asked to cooperate 
against any member of the CKT . This gave the Government the 
first tangible evidence of a Count One RICO intended solely 
for the benefit of convincing the pubic that one existed. 
There is no other justification for insisting a plea to 
Count One sans cooperation. 
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As the Government bounces back from crashing and burning on the latest of 
their false allegations, it is possible the Government will argue a third party 
might be so riled by David Chiu' s wearing of a wire for the FBI that they may 
wish to do harm to Chiu. If the naming of cooperating witnesses places those 
witnesses lives in danger per se, then the Northern District placed two 
prominent cooperating witnesses lives in grave danger in another prosecution 
less than a week after the USA filed their present accusations against Chow' s 
counsel . 

In USA v. Rush , filed on August 10, 2015, the Government filed an arrest 
warrant outlining that Mark Teerbek, an attorney involved in medical marijuana 
and unionization, was cooperating with the FBI due to impending charges. 13 
Another cooperating witness, Carl Anderson, who was involved in collective 
bargaining for the dispensary was outed by the AUSA in that case. 14 Despite the 
well documented incidents of violence in this country' s past surrounding unions 
and collective bargaining, not one person at the Northern District seems to be 
concerned about Teerbek and Anderson's safety. In fact the Government asked for 
a temporary sealing order until the defendant was detained but never once 
mentioned anything about safety or ongoing sealing orders . The claim that 
Chiu' s life is endangered by Chow and his defense counsel is conjured up because 
they thought that they would somehow never have to be accountable for 
selectively prosecuting political insiders. Fight or Flight. 

The Government' s Fight or Flight is further demonstrated in bizarrely 
moving to seal documents already public and insisting Chow's counsel's conduct 
was improper, while failing to be candid with this Court about the actual facts, 
and is a desperate attempt to hide more information from the public. The fact 

13 Attached as Exhibit A, USA v. Rush , Paragraphs 13 and 
14 . 

14 Attached as Exhibit A, USA v. Rush , Paragraph 15. 
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that the Government continues to cite to events that did not take place and 
relies on a lack of evidence as proof that something occurred has been their 
modus operandi from the beginning. In our society, perhaps because we do not use 
rituals with chicken bones and animal blood to influence our destiny, a lack of 
evidence is not proof of wrongdoing it is exactly the opposite. 

Ill . THE GOVERNMENT'S CLAIM THAT CHSES MIGHT BE IDENTIFIED FROM CHOW'S MOTION IS 
UNFOUNDED SINCE CHS 11 WAS IDENTIFIED AS WILLIAM JOSEPH BY SAN FRANCISCO 
COLUMNISTS MATIER AND ROSS IN 2014. 


The only thing worse than "haphazardly" identifying a Government informant 
is wrongfully accusing someone of doing so when the informant was already 
identified by the media over a year ago. Once again, the Government 
demonstrates a complete lack of control over this case and belligerently 
attempts to use all of its might to plug a hole in a concrete damn as the 
waterfall pounds them in the face from above. 

Approximately one month after the Government made public the entire 
complaint in this matter, Matier and Ross featured an article on this operation 
where multiple sources and agents were identified by name. 15 This was prior to 
defense counsel receiving any of this information. Clearly, the public was privy 
to this information already. Judging by the amount of public media clippings 
turned over in discovery it is obvious the Government pays attention to the 
media . 

The Government conveniently misses the point that to want to do harm to 
CHS 11 you would at least have to have been closer in degree to him than the 
average member of the public because the public has no interest in harming CHS 
11. It would only be someone who had some interaction with CHS 11 that would 
want to do any harm. In that case, that someone would likely have more 
information about CHS 11 than defense counsel (e.g. physical description. 


15 See Exhibit B. 
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observations, restaurants frequented, alias, etc.) . Defense counsel has none of 
that information because the Government has refused to provide any information. 
Defense counsel learned more about CHS 11 from reading the newspaper than from 
any protected source of material. 

They forget that CHS 11 has not one incriminating piece of evidence 
against anyone in Count One except Keith Jackson who already pled. In fact, CHS 
11 only has incriminating information about those that already pled and several 
of those unindicted public officials that are the subject of the motion to 
dismiss. The Government needs to stop wasting valuable time and resources on 
futile acts-especially those that impede defense. 

IV. THE GOVERNMENT'S INTERPRETATION OF THE PROTECTIVE ORDER IS NOT CONSISTENT 

WITH THE LANGUAGE OF THE ORDER. 

At the inception of this prosecution, after extensive negotiations between 
AUSA Frentzen and several defense representatives, every defendant executed a 
stipulated protective order with the exception of Raymond Chow and counsel for 
Chow. Chow's defense team opposed the Order, moved for reconsideration of the 
Order, and finally, unsuccessfully sought relief from the Court of Appeals, all 
before defense counsel had an opportunity to glimpse at even one document in 
discovery. No representative from Chow's team participated in negotiations. Chow 
opposed the Order because it sought to deprive the community of important 
information both to the public at large and information that would assist in 
eroding prejudice in the public arena so that Chow could receive a fair trial. 

It should be no surprise that in its execution there are fundamental 
differences of interpretation from Chow's team to the Government. The prudent 
litigator would have drafted a protective order of which the plain language did 
not leave huge chasms allowing legitimate differences in interpretation and 
obedience of the Order. Controversy over protective orders are nothing new and 
that is why the Northern District website provides several different model 
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orders available for reference. 16 

Unfortunately, the Government failed to adopt any useful language from the 
model orders posted. For example, paragraph 12.3 of the Model Order states that 
parties will not file protected materials in the public record. 17 In contrast, 
the Order in this case asserts that no rights will be limited in connection with 
using protected material in judicial proceedings, including filing of motions. 

It appears now that the Government mis-stepped and did not intend to include 
Paragraph 15 in the Order. Should defense counsel have been required to follow 
procedures to file under seal it would have been considerably more steps, would 
have taken more time and resources, and, therefore, amount to a restriction that 
paragraph 15 of the Order prevents. 

Given the amount of time the Government has wasted on the issue of 
unauthorized disclosures, it will be useful to point out a publication from the 
Central District regarding common mistakes in stipulated protective orders. 18 As 
is the case here, the document identifies problematic language to be avoided. It 
states : 


[T]he proposed protective order does not limit the designation 
to information which has not been made public, or limit the 
designation to information which the party in good faith 
believes will, if disclosed, have the effect of causing harm 
to its competitive position. Sometime, the proposed protective 
order even purports to provide blanket protection for all 
documents, material and information produced or disclosed 
during discovery ." 19 [emphasis added] 


It seems the Government is trying to rely on blanket statements as the 
Central District cautions against. 


See Exhibit C. 

See Exhibit C. 

The Order in this case was a stipulated between the 
Government and all other defendants that this Court 
subsequently ordered into force against Chow. 

See Exhibit D; Publication from the Central District. 


12 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 


Case3:14-cr-00196-CRB Document918 Filed08/23/15 Pagel3 of 17 


The Government's claims that defense counsel should have met and conferred 
are baseless. To read into Paragraph 15, a duty to meet and confer, is an 
additional duty imposed on defense which cuts against the freedoms the Paragraph 
are designed to protect and would give the Government a much desired but 
improper hand in every defense motion involving discovery. 

For the record, it should be noted that defense counsel's concerns were 
raised previously regarding the Government's appetite for finding defense 
counsel in violation of a protective order. In a September filing successfully 
opposing a discovery log obligation for in-custody defendants, it was stated: 


If this Court has any question why defense 
strenuously objects on Fifth Amendment grounds 
to placing Chow one step closer to the 
Government' s grasp by preparing logs, look to 
the obsessive fixation for identifying leaks in 
their language in the Williams case, which is 
also being prosecuted by Mr.Frentzen in this 
district . 


If alleged homicidal . . . gang members can review 
discovery without defense counsel logging such, 
then counsel here should not be required to keep a 
log for the Government either. The Government here 
has even said witness safety is not so much of an 
issue as other concerns. The Governments other 
stated interests of protecting the identities of 
undercover agents, innocent third parties, and 
ongoing investigations is weakened by what is 
already known by the community without a leak. 

In many instances in this case, more information 
has been disclosed to the media and the public 
than has been disclosed to defense in discovery, 
including the aliases of numerous undercover 
agents, which is highly unusual. Despite the fact 
the Government has failed to adequately safeguard 
its own information, the Government wants to place 
an additional burden on defense and impose a 
physical duty to log discovery for their frenetic 
ongoing investigation into a hypothetical leak so 
they can ensnare Chow or defense counsel in a leak 
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investigation . 20 

Here, the Government validates defense counsel's concerns by wrongly 
accusing defense counsel of such a violation. Whether this was based an a 

misunderstanding of the rules in force, or a misconception of the facts of this 

incident, is yet to be seen. It is the responsibility of a lawyer to ensure the 

rules in which they are the proponent are reflected in the language and not to 

cry foul when the opposing party files something on behalf of their client' s due 
process rights that is well within the order's language. 

V. THE WIRETAP APPLICATIONS WERE NO LONG UNDER SEAL WHEN DEFENSE COUNSEL 
UTILIZED THEM AND GOOD CAUSE WAS PREVIOUSLY ESTABLISHED BY THIS COURT. 

Part of managing a large prosecution such as this is knowing exactly when 

and how an informant or cooperator could be harmed by the release of 

information. Informants and cooperators sometimes put their lives at risk and 

rely on the Government to protect them. In envisioning a well-funded and 

sophisticated prosecution one would never expect to see that they either do not 

know how to control the flow of sensitive information, or that the prosecution 

would blindly invoke a completely unfounded rationale such as "witness safety" 

thereby denigrating its importance in cases where a right of public access 

actually does require a balance with protective measures; which is not the case 

here . 

The Government admits in its filing that it unsealed the wiretap 
applications for the purposes of discovery: "The government has not unsealed 
these materials, other than for limited purposes, such as to provide them to the 
defendants through discovery and in anticipation of suppression motions. CHOW in 
his motion nonetheless attaches broad excerpts from these sealed materials in 
his motion, having never shown good cause, or indeed any cause, for why they 


See Exhibit E: Reply to Opposition, Page 4, Line 6 
through Page 6, Line 6. 
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should be disclosed publicly." 21 [emphasis added]. 

At this point the Government's understanding of the sealing and unsealing 
process is questionable and concerning. The Government may see itself as 
omnipotent but the power to unseal documents is with the Court not the 
prosecution. If the Government distributed said materials at any time without a 
court order then the Government violated the law and is the source of a leak of 
information that it places a great amount of importance on remaining sealed. In 
other words, it was the Government who sought to seal the documents and then the 
Government leaked those same documents because they do not comprehend the 
limitations of a sealing order. 

The only limitations placed on Chow by this Court and the Government, when 
the documents were given to Chow, was the Protective Order. The Protective Order 
was granted after considerable litigation and discussions about witness safety, 
third party privacy, and ongoing investigations, just as 18 U.S.C. § 2518(8) (b) 
considerations require. 

The protective order negotiated between the government and 
all of the other defendants in this case is not only 
practical, it is lawful... [D] isclosure risks not only bodily 
harm to undercover agents, but reputational harm to 
individuals who would be collateral damage. In the 
case of public officials, there is also a risk of unfairly 
undermining their abilities to govern. An investigation of 
government corruption conducted by means of wiretap will 
include speculative discussions about numerous public 
officials, when those individuals are not parties to the 
discussions, cannot interject to defend themselves, and 
never went on to act in a corrupt or criminal manner. 22 

Thus, Chow and his counsel's obligations were only under the Protective Order 

and there was no release of documents in violation of a seal on the part of 

defense . 

VI. CHOW AND COUNSEL OBJECT TO THE SEALING ORDER. 


21 Document 891, Page 6, Lines 13-14. 

22 Document 301. 
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No additional sealing or protection of documents were necessary in this 
case. There has already been enough secrecy surrounding this investigation. The 
limitations provided on these documents in no way further any legitimate 
interest and serve only to further prejudice defendants who to this day are 
stigmatized by allegation of organized crime. As it pertains to these documents, 
forcing defense counsel to file documents under seal after the Government made 
completely unfounded allegations to this Court is an injustice in itself. Chow 
and counsel ask that the sealing order be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

One way to prove a client has been falsely accused is to find specific 
examples that demonstrate how the same prosecutors on a particular case have 
falsely accused persons other than the defendant. There are probably better 
chances of hitting the lottery than having the same prosecution team falsely 
accuse a defendant and at a later time his attorneys in the same case, but here 
we are. Illustrating their lack of knowledge for the rules they wish to enforce 
and highlighting their unbridled enthusiasm to smash an innocent person with the 
weight of the federal Government without regard for the truth. 

Prosecutions and justice belong to the citizens not to the prosecutor. Public 
corruption investigations are done on behalf of the citizens not the prosecutor. 
Public information about public officials belongs to the citizens not the 
prosecutor. If the Government servants who push forward prosecutions have 
forgotten that their purpose is to benefit the public then the train car that is 
our society shakes violently and is about to leap from the tracks. As the 
Government takes more and more extreme positions it criminalizes innocent 
conduct merely because the conduct comes from a perceived adversary. 

Defense requests that the court withdraw its sealing order and rescind the 
protective order in this case as it serves only to protect those that have 
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betrayed the public trust. 


Respectfully submitted, 


S/ 

CURTIS L. BRIGGS 
Attorney for Defendant 
KWOK CHEUNG CHOW 


17 


